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Good morning. My name is Stacey Pitts. I am a screener with Argenbright for Delta Airlines at
LAX. I have worked as a screener at LAX for about 2% years. Before working at LAX, I
worked for six years as a security guard for companies outside the airport. Altogether I have
worked in the security industry for eight years.

I wanted to testify before you today because I thought it was important for you to hear from a
screener how our sub-standard working conditions and low-pay hurt our ability to provide the
best possible passenger safety and security services. I also want to share with you some of the
ways we have been trying to address some of these problems by organizing a union and by
successfully lobbing City Council to improve our conditions.

Despite some successes, we still face many problems on a daily basis that make if difficult to -
provide the highest quality security services possible. Based on my first-hand experiences and
from discussions with my coworkers, these are the major areas of our concern:

1. Faulty Equipment
Sometimes the screening companies use equipment that does not function properly and this hurts
our ability to thoroughly screen the passengers and their baggage. For example, a few weeks ago
a Delta agent came through the checkpoint where I work with a fake gun hidden on her person.
The hand wand that I used did not detect the gun. The Delta agent tried it herself and admitted
that it did not beep when it was supposed to. This was the second time in two months that I have
been unable to detect something because the hand wand was not working properly.

Obviously if the equipment that we are using is faulty than the security is jeopardized. Faulty
equipment is frustrating both to passengers and to us. the screeners. The Security companies
must be forced to provide sufficient amounts oft’~u~pment so that if something breaks there is a
back up readily available. The only way they N III do that is if the regulations require it.

.
In another example, FAA agents recently conducted ci test to see if a worker at the x-ray monitor
would notice a test item concealed in someone’s hmd luggage. However, the worker was unable
to detect the item because it did not show up on her screen. She showed this to the FAA agent
and the agent confirmed that it could not be detected on her x-ray monitor. Our supervisor then
tried to put the test item through one of the neu er x-ray monitors that has both a color and a
black and white screen. The test item was vistble on both screens of this newer machine.

In this case, the worker was obviously not at fault-even the FAA agent was unable to detect the
item on the older machine. Nevertheless, our supervisor unfairly suspended the worker and sent
her home for the day. Workers should not be penalized when security companies and airlines use



faulty equipment.

2. Understaffing
Normally  there are six workers at my security checkpoint: one x-ray monitor and one bag
checker for each of the two x-ray machines, and one hand wand operator and a passenger
screener. Sometimes, especially on the swing shift when workers call in sick, we are forced to
operate the equipment with as few as four workers--which potentially jeopardizes security in the
terminals. We need screening companies to maintain safe staffing levels so that we can do our
work in a timely and professional manner. The only way to guarantee this is to maintain a small
number of extra workers on staff who can cover for these unexpected absences. The companies
are always going the other way, trying to get by with fewer workers so they can make more
money.

3. Whistle-blower protection
When we see a situation where a supervisor or a manager or someone from the airlines may be
violating safety rules, or where we see an unsafe situation, like the understaffing, we need to be
able to speak to the FAA in confidence, with a guarantee that we are not putting our jobs in
jeopardy. This is one of the major reasons we are organizing a union so that we can tell the truth
and if the company tries to retaliate we will have a union contract to protect our jobs. The FAA _
needs to make sure that workers are free to tell the truth or else the whole system falls down,
without these assurances, workers will continue to remain silent when they see problems at work.

4. Illegal threats and intimidation
Another reason we have been organizing is to improve our working conditions and wages. Our
employers, through their supervisors and managers have tried to keep us from exercising our
rights by illegally threatening, suspending and intimidating workers who participate in protected
union activities. I have enclosed a copy of a recent Administrative Law Judge’s ruling against
my employer, Argenbright, on this matter as part of my testimony. Without unions, we wi 1 i not
be able to address issues like low pay, lack of health coverage, understaffing and not being
treated with respect by our supervisors. Companies that violate the law in order to keep Lvorkcrs
from forming unions should not be allowed to provide security services at airports. Illegal anti-
union campaigns create an atmosphere of fear, which keeps workers from speaking up about
problems. When that happens a crucial part of the security system is breached.

5. Low wages and-high turnover
In July, 1999 we began received a large wage increase because of the City’s Living Wage
Ordinance. Our wages went from less than $12,000 a year to over $18,000 a year. Before the
wage increase, many screeners did not take their jobs as seriously as they do now. Because it
they got written up or suspended, they could always find another minimum wage job. It sccm~~
like most people only stayed on the job for a few months and then left. It seemed like before the
wage increase, management would have to train a new worker on my shift almost every month or
so replace someone who had quit.

Since we received the increase, people take the job a lot more seriously and professionally



There is a much less turnover, because workers see this job as worth keeping. Still, we do not
receive enough pay for the important work that we do and for all of the responsibility that we
have. No one can really survive on only $18,000 a year, especially without health insurance.
Many screeners still have to work two full-time jobs in order to make ends meet. That means
that during their shift they are much more likely to be tired or distracted, instead of well rested
and alert, as the job requires. Raising wages and providing affordable benefits is the best way to
help turn this job into a quality job that workers value and remain committed to.

I want to make sure that the FM does not do anything that would limit the ability of cities and
airports across the country to pass living wage ordinances like the one we have in Los Angeles.
Wage increases are the only way to make sure that experienced workers stay on the job and that
workers receive respect for the important work that we do.

I hope that my insights were valuable to this process and that the FAA will address the issues
that I have raised. I also ask that the FAA begin to look for ways in which screeners themselves
can participate in the planning and implementation of any and all programs designed to improve
security at our airports.
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DECISION

. Statement of the Case

JAMES L. ROSE, Administrative Law Judge: This matter was tried before me at Los
Angeles, California, on October 27 and 28, 1999, upon the General Counsel’s complaint
which alleged that the Respondent disciplined sttikers in violation of Section 8(a)(3) of the
National Labor Relations Act, as amended, 29 U.S.C. §lSl, et seq., and committed certain
violations of Section B(a)(l).

The Respondent generally denied that it committed any violations of the Act and
afftrmatively contends that the unannounced strike posed an unacceptable danger to the
public safety and therefore the strikers lost their protection under the Act.

‘All dates are in 1999, unless otherwise indicated.
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5 Upon the record as a whole,’ including my observation of the witnesses, briefs and
arguments of counsel, I hereby make the following findings of fact, conclusions of law and
recommended order:

10 I. JURISDICTION

The Respondent is a corporation engaged in the business of providing security and
other se&es at airports throughout the United States, including Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX). In the course of this business, the Respondent annually provides services

15 valued in excess of $50,000 to entities which are directty engaged in interstate commerce. I
therefore conclude that the Respondent is an employer engaged in interstate commerce
within the meaning of Sections 2(2), 2(6) and 2(7) of the Act.

20 II. THE LABOR ORGANIZATION INVOLVED

. Service Employees International Union, AFL-CIO, Local 1877 (herein the Union) is
admitted to be, and I find is, a labor organization within the meaning of Section 2(5) of the Act.

25
III. THE ALLEGED UNFAIR LABOR PRACTICES

A. The Facts.

30 With minor exceptions, the facts in this case are undisputed. The, Respondent has
accounts with various airlines to provide pre-board screening, assistance to passengers
needing wheel chairs and some aspects of baggage handling. At LAX the Respondent
operates in five terminals and has about 1200 employees.

35 In April 1998, the Union began an organizational campaign among the Respondent’s
LAX employees. In July 1998, Colin Gates, the Respondent‘s senior manager at LAX,
circulated a memorandum stating in part: “Remember, it is against the law for any SEIU paid
organizer or pro-union employee to harass or intimidate you because you don’t want a union.
If you feel that you are being harassed or intimidated, please notify me immediately.” This is

40 alleged violative of Section 8(a)(l) of the Act.

In August-1 998, Dionicia Robinson, other employees and a union representative, went
to the Respondent’s office in Terminal 2 to deliver a petition concerning the Respondent’s
tardiness policy. During the course of this, words were exchanged, including screaming

45

IBy motion dated December 21,1999, opposed by the General Counsel and Charging Party,
Counsel for the Respondent seeks to reopen the record to include as En exhibit an article

5o
appearing in the December 19 issue of the Los Angeles Times to the effect that a terminal at
LAX had to be evacuated when an individual went past a security checkpoint without being
properly screened. The Respondent’s motion is denied. Even if the hearsay assertions in this
article are true, such do not warrant reopening the record since they are cumulative of
uncontested testimony of the Respondent’s senior manager at LAX.

2
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between Robinson and supervisor Darice Caldwell? Manager Kevin Comejo gave Caldwell a
verbal reprimand for her part in this, but issued Robinson a written warning. This is alleged
violative of Section 8(a)(3). I

On April 29, following a vote held at various places in the LAX terminals among
employees a few days previously, 40 of the Respondent’s employees walked off their jobs.
The stike began at about 7:00 p.m. and lasted until 1O:OO p.m. when the strikers made written
unconditional offers to return to work, transmitted by hand and FAX. The strikers were not
allowed to return to work that evening and were suspended. After a few days, the
suspensions were lifted and the strikers allowed to return to work. Suspending the strikers is
alleged violative of Section 8(a)(3) of the Act.

A memo from the Respondent dated April 30 to the effect that future strikers would be
subject to discipiine or discharge is alleged violative of Section 8(a)(l).  Also alleged violative
of Section 8(a)(l) are certain statements by management to employees.

B. Analysis and Concluding Findings.

1, The Strike.

The principal issue in this matter concerns the unannounced strike by employees 0;
April 29. The Respondent contends that notwithstanding the known possibility that employees
wnuld strike sometime, to do SO without notice posed a substantial risk to the public safety,
That is, for employees engaged in pre-board screening to walk off their jobs would leave the
security check-points unmanned, and that in turn would allow passengers into boarding areas
without being checked for weapons and explosives. Thus the Respondent argues that these
employees have no right to strike as a general proposition, and specifically, the unannounced
strike on April 29 was unprotected.

In support of its position, the Respondent cites NLRB v. Federal SecuMy, Inc., 154 F.3d
751 (71h Cir. 1998), which involves a fact situation sufficiently dissimilar to the instant case to
render its holding inapposite. Federal was a pnvate firm providing security for a large,
dangerous housing project in Chicago. Its employee guards carried weapons and generally
were responsible for maintaining order in the project. Substitutes for the striking guards were
on duty within 20 minutes after the unannounced strike began, and there were In fact no
harmful results during the absence of guaras Nonetheless, the Court (agreeing with
Chairman Truesdale who dissented from the Board’s decision) concluded that the strike in
such circumstances posed an unacceptable nsk to the public safety and therefore the striking
employees lost their protection under the Act.

The function of pre-board screeners IS to operate x-ray machines and other equipment
to check persons entering the boarding area tar weapons and dangerous material such as
explosives. They are given eight hours of training, which is updated from time to time. The
F$,deral Atiation Administration has rules governing their training and the number of pre- board
screeners required for each check-point. The Respondent’s witnesses testified that they have

3 Cajdvr/ell’s status as a supervisor within the meaning of Section 2(11) is uncertain inasmuch
as the day before this incident she was demoted, effective August 1. Still she appears to have
been treated as a supervisor by management and employees.

3
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employees in excess of FAA requirements. In addition, at least one supenrisor is stationed at
each check-point. And there is always a police officer in the area.

m8 pre-board screeners do not have the authority, training of equipment to stop
someone from entering the boarding area who has not been screened or who is thought to
po&ess a weapon. Their job is to notify their supervisor or police in such a case. However,
according to Gates, should a check-point be breached by someone entering the boarding area
v&out being screened, and if that person cannot be stopped or located, then the entire
boarding area and planes are evacuated and searched. When the area is deemed Sewred,
then everyone is rescreened.

Should there be an insufficient number of personnel to perform the screening, the
&&-point can be closed until a sufficient number become available. Doing so would
necessarily cause disruption to air service - perhaps substantial disruption. But such a resuk
does not mean employees forfeit their right to strike. As the Court said in Federal Sem@, Qf
course more must be shown than the strike activity caused the employer inconvenience, for
leverage is the whole purpose of a strike in the first place.” 154 F.jd at 755. Indeed, one
check-point was closed after the strike here began, as was one lane of another;

Since the Respondent provides the screening service under contract with the airline
using the particular terminal, it appears that responsibility for security is that of the airline. -
Thus David Spencer, the Respondent’s manager in charge of theUnited  Airline account,
testified that in discussions with United representatives prior to the strike, United agreed to
assist with screening if needed.

The General Counsel argues that the Respondent knew about and was prepared for
the strike, even if it did not know precisely when the strike would begin. Therefore, even
though employees were involved in public safety, they did not forfeit their right to strike.
Although I reject the Respondent’s contention here and conclud8 that the strike was protected
regardless of prior knowledge, I further conclude that the Respondent had ample notice of a
potential strike. The Union had written to Respondent concerning a card check and possible
strike action, which the Respondent acknowledged and dismissed; a strike vote was taken on
two days at the terminal; there was a rally of union supporters earlier on April 29; and the
Respondent’s manager testified that he had heard rumors of a strike. That the Respdndont
was prepared for a strike is indicated by the fact that additional supervisors were assigned to
checkpoints on the evening of April 29 and Spencer had discussed with Uni.ted getting
assistance if necessary..

l-towever, I reject the General Counsel’s additional argument that since there was no
proven actual harm as a result of the strike, the strikers did not lose the protection of the Act.
AS the Court noted in Federa/ Secun’ty,  the absence of actual harm is irrelevant as hindsight.
The t8St is whether harm is reasonably foreseeable.

I conclude that an unannounced strike by pre-board screeners would not pose
foreseeable ham to persons or property. Though preboard screeners perform an important
service to airline security, they do not enforce rules against taking weapons or dangerous
materials aboard airplanes. Such is for law enforcement authorities. Of course a strike by PM+
board screeners could result in terminals being closed, and a substantial disruption to a~(
stirvice; but, again, this is not the kind of harm which would cause employees to forfeit their
right to strike.

4
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The Respondent’s potential harm argument for striking wheel-chair attendants actually
is one of inconvenience to passengers needing such assistance. NO doubt if wheel-chair
attendants strike, then passengers in need of wheel chairs might not be able to take their
scheduled flight. And such would be very inconvenient, but no potential danger. For those on
an incoming flight, assistance might be delayed, perhaps for a very long time. However,
inconvenience. even to innocent bystanders, is not sufficient to deny one the right to strike.
Further, those wheel-chair attendants who went on strike did not do so until after they had
completed any wheel-chair assignment they had. There is no evidence of any actual or
potential harm as a result of the wheel-chair attendants striking.

Similarly, there is no evidence of potential harm resulting from baggage handlers
striking. The Respondent argues that federal regulations mandate that checked baggage not
be left unattended. Such, I conclude, is immaterial to the situation here. The Respondent’s
baggage employees handle curbside check-in. Where they are not available, the passenger
must go to the ticket counter and have the baggage checked by airline personnel. Thus the
absence of the Respondent’s baggage handlers would pose an inconvenience, but not a
potential risk of harm.

I conclude that the strike was at all times protected by the Act, and that the Respondent
failed to establish facts sufficient to find that the strikers lost that protection, Accordingly, the
Respondent violated Section 8(a)(3) by not immediately reinstating the strikers when they -
ended the strike on April 29 and by suspending them.

2. Reprimands for Striking.

Each striking employee received a written reprimand on April 30 which Stated: “On +
29-99 at approximately 6:30 p.m., you abandoned your post. You will not be paid for the time
you missed. If you abandon your post again for any reason you will be immediately
terminated.”

In addition, in a memorandum to all employees dated April 30, Gates wrote:

. Because of the FAA-mandated security function performed by many of OUT

employees, Argenbright fully intends to enforce the disciplinary procedures
contained in the Security Manual against any employee who jeopardizes the
security of the Airport by leaving his or her assigned post without properly being
relieved.
Since th6EIU called a strike last night and then made an unconditional offer to
return: any additional strike activity will be considered intermittent and will
therefore be unprotected by the NLRB. Any employees participating in such .
activity will be subject to discipline up to and including discharge.

No doubt some strikes are not protected; however, as a general n4e they are, leaving
to the employer to prove circumstances sufficient to establish that the paRMar strike is not
protected. It is possible that a future strike by the Respondent’s employees would be
unprotected, but not necessarily, Such would depend on the facts at the time. But the import
of these reprimands (reinforced by the above-quoted memorandum) is that any future strike
would be considered unprotected. In short, Argenbright employees do not have the right to
strike and would be summarily terminated if they engage in future lawful, protected strike
activity. l therefore conclude that the warnings and memorandum contained threats violative of

5
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5 Section 8(a)(l). 1 further conclude that the written repiimands for having engaged in a
protected strike were violative of Section 8(a)(3).

3. Other Section 8(a)(l) and 8(a)(3)  Allegations.

10 a. Memorandum of July 17,1998.

On July 17,1998, Gates sent an anti-union memorandum to each employee in which
he stated that a union flyer was “full of misinformation and half-truths. . . .” After giving what
he contended were truthful corrections to statements by the Union, he wrote:

20

Thank you for taking the time to read this. I know that you are probably
getting sick of all this union talk. I know that I am. But I promised you that I
would do whatever I can to get you all the facts about the SEIU and unions in
general. As you learn more of the facts, I hope that you will realize that the only
way to put all of this union business behind us is for you to tell the SEIU that you
are not interested in what they are selling, and by refusing to sign any union

25

- cards or petitions. Remember, it is against the law far any SEW paid oryanizer
orpmunion employee to harass or intimidate you because you don? want a
union. If you feel that you am being harassed or intimidated, please not& me
immediately. Also please see me or your supervisor if you have any questions -
about the issues discussed in this memo.
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The italicized portion is alleged to be violative of Section 8(a)(l) of the Act It is alleged,
and I agree, that employees could reasonably interpret this to mean that they should report to
management the union activity of fellow employees. The words ‘harassed’ and ‘intimidated’
are vague and conciusionary and therefore susceptible to a variety of interpretations by
employees. Gates did not suggest any objective standard of misconduct to be reported.
Therefore, I conclude that he sought to have employees report the lawful union activity of
others, and such is violative of Section 8(a)(l). E.g., Arcata GraphnicsFaitield, Inc., 304
NLRB 541 (1991) where the Board held that asking employees to report ‘abusive treatment*
could reasonably be interpreted to cover lawful attempts to unionize.

b. Warning to Dionicia  Robinson,

On August 12, 1998, Dionicia Robinson and several other employees (as well an
employee of the Union) presented a petition signed by employees concerning the
Respondent’s tardiness policy. During the ensuing discussion, Robinson and Darice  Caldwell
had a loud verbal exchange in which, among other things, Robinson said that Caldwell was
“deceitful and dishonest”

For this Robinson was given a written reprimand by account manager Kevin Comejo,
whereas Caldwell was verbally admonished about her part in the confrontation. Though
Robinson’s acts and statements are not to be condoned, there is little question that but for the
fact she was er;gaged in protected activity, she would not have received a written reprimand.
Caldwell did not, and she was an equal participant in the confrontation. As ‘duty managef
Caldwell had apparently been Robinson’s supervisor: but that position was eliminated effective
8/I/98 according to a Change in Status form dated 811 l/98. There is no factual justification for
the Respondent having treated Caldwell more leniently than Robinson.

30-l l-00
I
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Beyond this clear disparately of treatment, the Board recognizes that sometimes during
the wurse of pursuing protected activity employees use “salty language” and are sometimes
defiant. Still, such does not cause them to lose the protection of the Act. E.g., Severance
TOO/  /ndustfies, Inc., 301 NLRB 1166 (1991) where an employee yelled at a manager during
the course of protected activity and when leaving the manager’s office said, ‘son of a bitch.”

Accordingly, I conclude that by giving Robinson a written reprimand on August 13,
1998, the Respondent violated Section 8(a)(3) of the Act.

c. Alleged Violations by David Spencer on April 11.

On April 11, Spencer met with his employees to discuss the potential for a strike. This
meeting was occasioned by rumors he had heard that there would be a strike. During the
course of this meeting, Spencer told employees that in the event of a strike, they would be
replaced.

The General Counsel argues that such was an uniawful threat. The Respondent
contends it was not because it was a true statement of the law, notwithstanding that Spencer
did not recite the nuances of striker replacement law.

Basically the Respondent argues that a line supervisor cannot be expected to be -
versed in all the ins and outs of labor law, therefore a partial, but true, statement cannot be
found a violation. I disagree. Spencer’s statement about strikers being replaced, without
more, clearly would leave the impression that if employees struck they would be terminated.
mile his precise wording was accurate, by stopping when he did he clearly left the incorrect
impression. Spencer may not be required to know all the subtles of labor law, but having
undertaken to state the law (and the risks employees faced) he was required to make a
complete statement. He was not, after all, required to say anything. I therefore conclude that
by telling employees they would be replace in the event of a strike, Spencer threatened them
in violation of Section 8(a)(l) of the Act.

Following the meeting, Carlos Alvarez (who is no longer an employee, having failed a
required test) apparently talked to Spencer and told Spencer that he “don’t know nothing about
it. Because I was afraid at that time. I was nemous. And I say, ‘I don’t know about the strike.“’

According to Alvarez, but denied by Spencer, Spencer said to him, “If you do know,
please let me kntw. If you don’t let me know, you will be in trouble.”

Counsel for the Respondent argues that Spencer should be credited over Alvarez
because Alvarez was asked leading questions and certain statements in his affidavit were
inconsistent with his testimony. I do not agree that Alvarez’s affidavit was inconsistent in any
material respect with his testimony. Though he was asked an initial leading question (which
aisumed a fact stipulated to) such is not sufficient to discredit him. On the other hand, he is
no longer an employee and has no apparent stake in the outcome of this proceeding,
whereas, of course, Spencer does. On balt.nce, I credit Alvarez over Spencer and conclude
that Spencer unlawfully interrogated and threatened an employee in violation of Section
8(a)(l) as alleged in paragraphs 10 (b) and (c) of the complaint.
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Having found that the Respondent engaged in certain unfair labor practices,. I shall
recommend that it cease and desist therefrom and take certain affirmative action designed to
effectuate the policies of the Act, including making whole employees who were suspended
far engaging in the April 29, 1999, strike for any lost wages or other benefits they may have
suffered in accordance with the formula set forth in F.W. Woolworth, Co., 90 NLRB 289
(1950) and New Ho/izofls forthe Retarded, 283 NLRB 1173 (1987)’

Upon the foregoing findings of fact, conclusions of law and the entire record herein, l
issue the following recommended ’

ORDER

The Respondent, Argenbright security, Inc., its officers, agents and assigns shall;

1. Cease, and desist from:

a. Refusing to reinstate economic strikers who have not been permanently
replaced. --

b. Threatening employees with termination or other reprisals because of their
because they engage in protected’strikes.

C . Reprimanding and suspending employees for having engaged in a protected
strike.

d, Asking employees to report on the union activity of other employees.

e. Issuing written warnings to employees who engage in protected, concerted
activity.

f. In any like or related manner, interfering with, restraining or COerting
employees in the exemst of the rights guaranteed them by Section 7 of the
Act.

’ Gates testified that all suspended strikers were pard for the time they were off work, but
offered no evidence in support of this assertion.  Accordingly, the order will include a backpay

P
revision, leaving to compliance whether and to what extent employees were paid.
lf no exceptions are filed as provided by Sec. 102.46 of the Board’s Rules and Regulations,

the findings, conclusions, and recommended Order shall, as provided in Sec. 102.48 of the
Rules, be adopted by the Board and all objections to them shall be deemed waived for all
pirrposes.

8
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2. Take the following affirmative action deemed necessary to effectuate the policies of
the Act.

a.

b.

C.

d.

e.

Make whole all suspended strikers for any loss of wages or other benefits
they may have suffered, with interest, as provided in the Remedy section
above.

Within 14 days fram the date of this Order, remove from its files any
reference to the unlawful suspension of each striker a!d Dionicia Robinson
and within 3 days thereafter notify the employees in writing that this has
been done and that the warnings will not be used against-them in any way

Preserve and, within 14 days of a request, make available to the Board or its
agents for examination and copying, all payroll records, social security
payment records, timecards, personnel records and reports, and all other
records necessary to analyze the amount of backpay due under the terms of
this Order.

Within 14 days after service by the Region, post at its facility copies of the
attached notice marked “Appendix.‘* Copies of the notice, on forms
provided by the Regional Director for Region 21, after being signed by the
Respondent’s authorized representative, shall be posted by the Respondent
immediately upon receipt and maintained for 60 consecutive days in
conspicuous places including all places where notices to employees are
customarily posted. Reasonable steps shall be taken by the Respondent to
ensure that the notices are not altered, defaced, or covered by any other
material. In the event that, during the pendency of these proceedings, the
Respondent has gone out of business or closed its facility involved in these
proceedings, the Respondent shall duplicate and mail, at its own expense, a
copy of the notice to all current employees and former employees employed
by the Respondent at any time since the date of this Order.

Within 21 days after sewice by the Region, file with the Regional Director a
sworn certification of a responsible official on a form provided by the Region
attesting to the steps that the Respondent has taken to comply.

40

Dated, Washington, D.C.
January 27,200O

45

_,. . James L. Rose. . .. Administrative Law Judge

5o 6 If this Order is enforced by a Judgment of the United States Court of Appeals, the words In
the notice reading “POSTED BY ORDER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD”
shall read “POSTED PURSUANT TO A JUDGMENT OF THE UNITED STATES COURT OF
APPEALS ENFORCING AN ORDER OF THE NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD.”

9
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APPENDIX

NOTICE TO EMPLOYEES

Posted by Order of the
National Labor Relations Board

An Agency of the United States Government

Section 7 of the Act gives employees these rights.

To organize
To form, join, or assist any union
To bargain collectively through representatives of their own choice
Jo act together for other mutual aid or protection
To choose not to engage in any of these protected concerted activities.

WE WILL NOT refuse to reinstate ecofiomic strikers who have not been permanently replaced.

WE WILL NOT threaten employees with termination or other reprisals because they engage in
protected strikes.

WE WILL NOT reprimand or suspend employees for having engaged in a protected strike. -

WE WILL NOT ask employees to report on the union activity of other employees.

WE WlLL NOT issue written warnings to employees who engage in protected, concerted
activity. ,

WE WILL NOT in any like or related manner, interfere with, restrain or coerce our employees
in the exercise of the rights guaranteed them by Section 7 of the Act.

, WE WILL make whole all suspended strikers for any loss of wages or other benefits they may
have suffered, with interest.

WE WILL within 14 days remove from our files any reference to the unlawful suspension of
eati striker and Dionicia Robinson and within 3 days thereafter notify the employees in writing
that t,his has been done and that the warnings will not be used against them in any way.

a ARGENBRIGHT SECURll’Y, INC

(Employer)

Dated BY
(Representative) WeI

This is an official notice and must not be defaced by anyone.

This notice must remain postt:d for 60 consecutive days from the date of posting and
must not be altered, defaced, or covered with any other material. Any questions concerning
this notice or compliance with its provisions may be directed to the Board’s Office, 11150 West
Olympic Boulevard-Suite 700, Los Angeles, California. Telephone 310-235-7352.


